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Interconnection Between Local Exchange Carriers
and Commercial Mobile Radio Services Providers

Implementation of the Local Competition
Provisions in The Telecommunications Act of
1996

In the Matter of

COMMENTS OF ARCH COMMUNICATIONS GROUP, INC.

Arch Communications Group, Inc. ("Arch")! hereby files these Comments

in response to certain Petitions for Reconsideration filed in connection with the Second

Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order issued in the captioned

proceeding.2 These Comments address arguments raised by various parties regarding

recurring charges associated with numbers and NXX code relief.

On the issue of recurring charges, BellSouth requests clarification that the

Commission's policy regarding code opening fees does not preclude the recovery of

"ongoing costs" incurred by LECs for "ongoing maintenance of numbering information."3

Arch does not quarrel with BellSouth's position as a general matter, but with the

following caveats. First, in the context of Type 2 interconnection, the numbers assigned

Arch provides paging service to approximately 3 million units in 38 states.
Arch's operations include both common carrier and private paging systems; local,
regional and nationwide paging systems; nationwide narrowband PCS operations
through its investment in PCS Development Corp., and regional narrowband PCS
operations through its investment in Benbow PCS Ventures, Inc.
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FCC 96-333 (released Aug. 8, 1996) ("Second Report"). JlliI-
Petition of BellSouth at 9. No. of Copies rec'd

UstA BC 0 E



2

reside in the switch of the requesting carrier, not the LEe's switch. As such, there are no

numbers for the LEC to maintain. LECs therefore incur no recurring costs in this

connection, and the assessment by LECs of any monthly fees for maintenance of numbers

in a Type 2 interconnection environment would be entirely inappropriate.

Numbers associated with Type 1 interconnection present a somewhat different

story since these numbers do reside in the LEe's switch. A recurring charge in

connection with the "maintenance" of these numbers would be acceptable, but the fee

assessed must be cost-based. In this regard, Type 1 numbers, once inputted into the

software, should require little, if any, maintenance, and the costs associated with ongoing

upkeep should be de minimis, and in no event greater than a few cents per block of 100

numbers. This, unfortunately, is often not the case - many LECs continue to assess

exorbitant rates for the monthly "maintenance" of numbers. A case in point is Rochester

Telephone Corp. As reflected in Attachment A hereto, Rochester Telephone charges

$12.36 for a block of 100 numbers. An entirely separate charge is assessed for the DID

facility. When Arch objected to this practice, Rochester responded as follows:

We acknowledge your letter of October 25, 1996. As your
letter notes, Paragraph 333 of the FCC's Second Report and
Order prohibits only charges "solely" for the use of
numbers. Our charges are not solely for the use of
numbers. The charge to which you object is one rate
element of a charge for a DID facility. The charge is for the
facility, not for the numbers, although it is based on the
quantity of numbers used as a proxy for the cost of the
facility. If you did not use the DID facilities, there would
be no charge for numbers.4

4 See Attachment B hereto.
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Rochester's circumlocution notwithstanding, the fact is that Rochester charges $12.36

solely for the use of numbers in addition to the separate fee for the DID facility. Other

LECs charge even more than Rochester for ongoing maintenance of numbers.5 Arch

urges the Commission to reconfirm that any recurring charges that are not cost-based will

not be tolerated if brought to the Commission's attention.

Finally, Arch concurs with the views expressed by Paging Network, Inc.

("PageNet") and AirTouch Paging/Powerpage regarding problems associated with NXX

code assignments. In particular, PageNet is correct in its assessment that NXX code

shortages created by relief plan implementation delays cause disproportionately more

harm to wireless carriers than wireless companies (because wireless carriers typically

have much higher NXX code fill factors than their wireline counterparts), and that

overlays are the preferred relief alternative in rapidly growing metropolitan areas of the

country.6 Arch also agrees with the assertions of AirTouch/Powerpage that the

Commission should reconsider its decision not to prohibit the Texas PUC from

implementing the wireless-only take-back.7 As AirTouch/Powerpage note, the proposed

Texas PUC take-back of numbers (1) imposes a greater burden on wireless carriers in

connection with implementation of a geographic split; and (2) is not technology neutral as

required by the Commission's policies. Arch also urges the Commission to take note of

Frontier Communication of Iowa, for example, charges Arch $163.70 per block of
100 numbers. See also Arch's earlier filed Comments in this proceeding wherein
Arch documents LEC charges for ongoing maintenance of numbers.
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See Petition of PageNet at 2-4.

See Petition of AirTouch/Powerpage at 15-20.
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AirTouchIPowerpage's argument regarding the disproportionate burden on CMRS

carriers that will result if Type 2 numbers must be changed in situations where there is a

geographic split.8

Respectfully submitted,

P ul H. Kuzia
Vice President, Engineering a egulatory Affairs
Arch Communications Group, Inc.
1800 West Park Drive, Suite 350
Westborough, PA 015,81
(508) 870-6600

November 20, 1996

8 See id. at 17, n.41.
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ATTACHMENT A

July 23, 19P6

Mr. Delmil M. Doyle
Arch ComllluNcaUOI1I Group, Inc
1100 WiltPark Drive. Sullo 3SO
WIIIborou&h. MulachUiettl 01581-3912

l>earMikc:

l\ochcltor TelephDne isplwed to otrer you the following pric:ina for DID awubor poupa.

COlDmltted Term DllCOUllt Perca... DIltMaIdetl Mlatilly
.... perlOODID
"-lIen Graup

1Yr 12.o-A $11.36

3Yr

SYr

2'.0%

35.0%

'10.'3

19.13

1'blI d1IcouDtiDC is c:ontiDpot upon maiDtenIDCe ofat leut~ of tbo CIImlIlt level of 100 Dm Number
Group' over the entiR lem'l ofthe contrIC:I, Currently, our rooordIlDdlcate the combJned aCCOUJlts of
Arth capital and Pap NY coDwn \ 100 DlD Number Groups.

AddiUonaUy, 1baw comaetod our Raul.tory gt'Clup and haw alked to have 0Qt policy for 100 DID
Number Graupa for ptPDI oolllPlDies teVtewed. 1wilt keep you upd..... OD lIlY chanps in thil reprd.
In tha interim, I ODccnarap you to tIke advantage or any oue of'th, prlciDllUlICtUlllIoutlined above. We
value AJch CommunIeatlODl Qraup II a customer and look forward to coatiIwiDB our ro1aliol\ship.

Pleue contact me on 116·777.712.4 with aDj' questions or cam:ema yuu have in tblllDltter, Thank you.

cc: D. TeliltOnc



ATTACHMENT B

e"'OChesmrTfllePhone Corp.

tlCII*ra.1.
1Ar. DIaIiINo~
AD0--;__GMp. •.
1100 "'!'IIk1btft, .alIe'SO
W................OUll.39U

DIu MI. Do,l.;

W• .....".... )IOIII..~oc.Mr:l5.1St". My '" otdIDPCC'.
sec-d0-.,..n 11I4 OrderpIObIb1II oaly Chirp .....y- fOr.._ of 0Ir cbatpI lie aat
IIltIYtordic _fIl...... 11IfcUqeW~you __ t_.""'••DU>
..... ,...cbIrp IItIr. adUty, DOt IbrdII~ 1& II 11III11 afllUllban._1""1st.COlt oftbillcl1ky. It)'CMldid DID , wildbe..Up..........
MOl.....tIIiI pmtIiOI car 3)3 flltM _o.w*, rte i,~
.iAaiJJlllM6 1111& 08..wiIb GfIODC ......
...... 1t tlcblrplforfld1iU.. Totbl I71 oftbl
__01..DID t.u'*.-,..tty.., cmtw _ • .,. pcIIod 111II1916........
..........011_........ortbt Saud..,.IIlI011IIr_ tor
....',.".UI pIftIId by tbI: prilKipl wt ill. tbIPs.1IpDIt..0IIIIr. AI o.e
..._ ,..daI1y1IIbJ- to~PD _ ......by tbI NtwyDltPublk:
......QImRi.... "'-..._ ceaWaly aot S1lbjll:l:1O _ --.t "romcd)' at
uil.-11)' tIfuIiaI W"' I ponton af...,... Q.-, _uItil a.e.......an ___
'".._ or IItI&tratioft, tither orwhialt NqUiJw....~ _GIl N..,York NJlic 8eI\'i~

~ you.. liIbIlao pI1 dID tIIUIid ,..

PlClUtw.....tJIIl we ...~"..,all approprtI1I..,,~.tIao tatUro4 ohIrps........
~ ,"~I - j,
~......,(~

XiaaCllk
AoanaIlt ManlIer •CIn1er 1e'111DCt

a::: M. DoUer . Map., •eam. ADluce.~T.bDae
0. Ia)ft - 0eaeraI AuorDl)'.ll8cb.etler Tlltpbou
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CERTIFICATE QF SERVICE

I, Joy Griffiths, hereby certify that copies ofthe foregoing Comments in Response

to Petitions for Reconsideration were served this 20th day ofNovember, 1996, by first-class

postage prepaid to the following:

AirTouch PagingIPowerpage
clo Carl Northrop, Esq.
Paul Hastings Janofsky & Walker
1299 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., 10th Floor
Washington, DC 20004

BellSouth Corporation
clo M. Robert Sutherland, Esq.
Rebecca M. Loug, Esq.
Theodore R. Kinglsey, Esq.
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 1700
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

Paging Network, Inc.
clo Judith St. Ledger-Roty, Esq.
Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
Suite 1100
1301 K Street, N.W., East Tower
Washington, DC 20005-3317


